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Abstract
Posterolateral corner (PLC) structures of the knee joint comprise complex anatomical soft
tissues that support static and dynamic functional movements of the knee. Most previous
studies analyzed posterolateral stability in vitro under static loading conditions. This study
aimed to evaluate the contributions of the lateral (fibular) collateral ligament (LCL), popliteo-
fibular ligament (PFL), and popliteus tendon (PT) to cruciate ligament forces under simu-
lated dynamic loading conditions by using selective individual resection. We combined
medical imaging and motion capture of healthy subjects (four males and one female) to
develop subject-specific knee models that simulated the 12 degrees of freedom of tibiofe-
moral and patellofemoral joint behaviors. These computational models were validated by
comparing electromyographic (EMG) data with muscle activation data and were based on
previous experimental studies. A rigid multi-body dynamics simulation using a lower extrem-
ity musculoskeletal model was performed to incorporate intact and selective resection of lig-
aments, based on a novel force-dependent kinematics method, during gait (walking) and
squatting. Deficiency of the PLC structures resulted in increased loading on the posterior
cruciate ligament and anterior cruciate ligament. Among PLC structures, the PT is the most
influential on cruciate ligament forces under dynamic loading conditions.
Introduction
Isolated injuries of the posterolateral corner (PLC) structures of the knee are generally uncom-
mon and can be easily overlooked in knee joint inspections, especially when there are concom-
itant with anterior cruciate ligament (ACL) and posterior cruciate ligament (PCL) tears [1–4].
The PLC structures of the knee have recently come to the fore as their significance has been
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supported by detailed anatomical descriptions, biomechanical researches and kinematic stud-
ies on their interactions with ACL and PCL [5–7].
In the past decade, the complexity of the PLC structures in the knee joint has been revealed,
biomechanically and clinically [8, 9]. The key elements of the PLC of the knee are the lateral
collateral ligament (LCL), popliteofibular ligament (PFL), and popliteus tendon (PT). Of these,
the LCL and PFL are considered the primary static stabilizers of the PLC structures. The PT is
a dynamic stabilizer of the knee, because the tendon covers the region from the PLC of the
proximal part of the tibia to the musculotendinous junction. The PLC structures and the PCL
work together to resist external tibial rotation and posterior tibial translation. In addition, the
PLC structures that have been reported to be contributory to most joint movements have dif-
ferent effects, depending on static and dynamic loading conditions. These structures are func-
tionally loaded in several joint loading conditions, and they could function either as primary
or important secondary stabilizers during joint motion testing [10, 11]. Using a selective resec-
tion technique, Gollehon et al. evaluated the structures of the PLC that have the greatest influ-
ence on posterolateral instability [10]. Although the selective sectioning method of assessing
the importance of specific, or a group of, structures for providing static stability to the knee is
useful, cutting these structures changes the intricate interactions and relationships between the
remaining knee structures and cancels the effect of the sectioned structure. Therefore, the
results yielded by this method depends on the sequence in which the structures are resected
[12, 13]. A number of in vitro studies have reported the effects of resecting the PLC structures
on PCL force and posterolateral stability under static loading conditions, (e.g., laboratory
experiments using cadaver legs under physiological static conditions) [12–14]. However, no in
vitro study has analyzed posterolateral stability under dynamic conditions.
Finite element (FE) models are advantageous for estimating internal tissue stress and strains
under dynamic conditions [15]; however, it is computationally challenging to use FE models
for multi-body dynamic simulations of gait and squatting [16]. Recently, several musculoskele-
tal (MSK) multi-body dynamic models involving a deformable joint contact model have been
developed [17–19]. Multibody dynamic MSK models offer a practical alternative for perform-
ing dynamic simulations, in which elastic ligament bundles capture the overall kinematic
behavior of the joint [20–22].
The objective of this study was to develop and validate a subject-specific MSK lower
extremity model for five subjects (four males and one female) that allowed a 12-degrees of free-
dom (DOF) of motion at the tibiofemoral (TF) and patellofemoral (PF) joints. First, muscle
activation obtained using the subject-specific MSK models were compared with the trans-
formed electromyography (EMG) measurements under gait- and squat-loading conditions for
validation. Second, external rotation test results for an intact and deficient PLC structures con-
ditions were compared with previous published data of static cadaver experimental results
[37]. Finally, to evaluate the contribution of the PLC structures on cruciate ligaments force,
PLC structure resection was performed virtually and investigated under gait and squatting
loading conditions. We hypothesized that, of all PLC structures, PT is the most dominant
dynamic stabilizer of the PCL force under dynamic loading conditions and that deficient PLC
structures would lead to increased PCL force.
Materials and methods
Experimental measurements
Five healthy volunteers (four males and one female) participated in this study after providing
written informed consent; The study protocol was approved by our institutional review board
(Gangnam Severance Hospital, Yonsei University College of Medicine, Republic of Korea, IRB
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#3-2016-0083). All subjects participating in this study were volunteers, and no one dropped
out. They had no previous medical history of lower extremity problems. The mean age, height,
and weight of the subjects were 33.0 ± 4.4 years, 175 ± 7.4 cm, and 75.6 ± 6.7 kg, respectively.
Subjects performed four trials of gait (walking) and squatting activities, and ground reac-
tion forces were measured using a force plate (Fig 1). In addition, tracks of marker locations
were measured using a three-dimensional (3D) motion-capture system (Vicon, Oxford, UK).
EMG signals were recorded by an EMG sensor (Delsys, Boston, MA, USA) for the gluteus
maximus, rectus femoris, vastus lateralis, biceps femoris, semimembranosus, gastrocnemius
medialis, tibialis anterior, and soleus medialis.
To evaluate the predicted muscle activations of the MSK model, an EMG-to-activation
model was developed to represent the underlying muscle activation dynamics. The process of
transforming EMG data to muscle activation data has been reported previously [23].
Subject-specific musculoskeletal models
Subject-specific models were developed using the AnyBody Modeling System (AMS, version
6.0.5; AnyBody Technology, Aalborg, Denmark), are for to analyze MSK simulation. The
generic lower extremity MSK models were based on the Twente Lower Extremity Model
Fig 1. Subject-specific musculoskeletal models under the (a) gait and (b) squat loading conditions.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214496.g001
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(TLEM) anthropometric database [24]. The MSK model was actuated by approximately 160
muscle units, its ability to predict muscle and joint reaction forces in human lower limbs dur-
ing locomotion was validated previously [25, 26].
The 3D bone and soft tissue models were reconstructed from computed tomography (CT)
and magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) images from previous studies [27, 28]. Ligament
insertion points were also obtained from the MRI images. The generic femur and tibia models
of the TLEM in the AnyBody model were scaled to the 3D models of the femur and tibia of the
subjects using non-linear radial basis functions that served as scaling laws. [29] The remaining
segments were scaled using an optimization scheme that minimized the differences between
model markers and recorded marker positions during dynamic conditions. The knee joint in
this study consisted of 12 DOF (TF: 6 DOF, PF: 6 DOF). The hip and ankle joints were mod-
eled as 3 DOF- and 2-DOF, respectively.
The ligament attachment sites were obtained from the subject’s MRI results and from
descriptions that can be found in the literature [30–32]. Two experienced orthopedic surgeons
independently determined the locations of the ligaments. Agreement was evaluated using the
3D coordinates of each point. Intraclass correlation coefficients for intrarater- and interrater
agreement ranged from 0.86 to 0.96 for all measurements, thus indicating good reproducibility
[33]. The attachment points in the AnyBody model were modified using the subject-specific
attachment sites. As shown in Fig 2, the following ligament bundles were modeled: the anterior
cruciate ligament (aACL, pACL) (anterior, a; posterior, p), posterior cruciate ligament (aPCL,
pPCL), anterolateral structures (ALS), lateral collateral ligament (LCL), popliteofibular liga-
ment (PFL), medial collateral ligament (aMCL, cMCL, pMCL) (a, anterior; c, central; p, poste-
rior), deep medial collateral ligament (aCM, pCM), posterior capsule (mCAP and lCAP) (m,
Fig 2. Schematic of the knee model with contact conditions and 21 ligament bundle: The anterior cruciate ligament (aACL, pACL) (anterior, a; posterior, p),
posterior cruciate ligament (aPCL, pPCL), anterolateral structures (ALS), lateral collateral ligament (LCL), popliteofibular ligament (PFL), medial collateral
ligament (aMCL, cMCL, pMCL) (a, anterior; c, central; p, posterior), deep medial collateral ligament (aCM, pCM), posterior capsule (mCAP and lCAP) (m,
medial; l, lateral), oblique popliteal ligament (OPL), medial PF ligament (sMPFL, mMPFL, iMPFL) (s, superior; m, middle; i, interior), and lateral PF ligament
(sLPFL, mLPFL, iLPFL).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214496.g002
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medial; l, lateral), oblique popliteal ligament (OPL), medial PF ligament (sMPFL, mMPFL,
iMPFL) (s, superior; m, middle; i, interior), and lateral PF ligament (sLPFL, mLPFL, iLPFL).
The force-elongation relationship of the ligaments in this model was defined in order to pro-
duce a nonlinear elastic characteristic with a region of slack [34]:
f εð Þ ¼
kε2
4ε1
; 0 � ε � 2ε1
kðε   ε1Þ; ε > 2ε1
0; ε < 0
8
>
><
>
>:
ε ¼
l   l0
l0
l0 ¼
lr
εr þ 1
where f(ε) is the current force, k is the stiffness, ε is the strain, and ε1 is assumed to be constant
at 0.03. The slack length of the ligament bundle, l0, can be calculated by the reference bundle
length, lr, and the reference strain, εr, in the upright reference position.
Most of the stiffness and reference strain values were adopted from the literature and some
were modified [20, 29, 34]. The material properties used in this literature are listed in Table 1.
The menisci were modeled as linear springs to simulate their equivalent resistance [35]. Wrap-
ping surfaces (cylindrical and ellipsoid) were applied to prevent the penetration of ligaments
into bones. Between one the three wrapping surfaces were applied to each ligament to illustrate
the geometry of the bone.
Table 1. Material properties in the ligaments used in this study.
Stiffness (N) Reference strain Slack length (mm)
aACL 5,000 0.06 33.74
pACL 5,000 0.10 28.47
aPCL 9,000 -0.10 33.81
pPCL 9,000 -0.03 34.92
LCL 4,000 0.06 57.97
aMCL 2,500 -0.02 86.54
cMCL 3,000 0.04 84.72
pMCL 2,500 0.05 51.10
PFL 4,000 0.06 43.54
OPL 2,000 0.07 80.21
mCAP 2,500 0.08 60.13
lCAP 2,500 0.06 55.59
ALS 2,000 0.06 31.69
aCM 2,000 -0.27 37.53
pCM 4,500 -0.06 34.48
sMPFL 2000 0.10 59.58
mMPFL 2000 0.10 59.17
iMPFL 2000 0.10 59.41
sLPFL 1000 0.15 56.41
mLPFL 1000 0.15 56.21
iLPFL 1000 0.15 53.85
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214496.t001
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Fig 2 shows three rigid STL-based contacts defined in the TF and PF joints. These contact
forces were proportional to the penetration volume and so-called pressure module [29]. The
equation derived by Fregly et al was used to calculate the value of the pressure module. The
pressure module value was 9.3 x 109 N/m3[17, 36].
Popliteus muscle modification
The PT in the PLC structures provided by AnyBody was modified because it did not appear
realistic (Fig 3) [8, 9, 13, 14]. The default popliteus muscle, which was composed of two bun-
dles, was modified to have a third bundle. The tibia origin was modified so that it was located
on each different anatomical site obtained using MRI. PFL was modified as to be connected
with the popliteus muscle. The PFL that originates at the popliteus musculotendinous junction
and attaches on the medial downslope of the fibular styloid process. [37]
Inverse dynamic simulation and loading conditions
Gait and squat kinematics were calculated based on motion-capture data and using kinematic
optimization. To optimize the kinematic model parameters of each joint which are displace-
ments, velocities and accelerations, ground reaction forces and motion-capture-marker
Fig 3. Schematic of the popliteus muscle modification.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214496.g003
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trajectory data were imported into AnyBody software. The objective of optimization was to
minimize the difference between the AnyBody model marker trajectories and the motion-
capture marker trajectories. After kinematic optimization, a force-dependent kinematics anal-
ysis was performed. In this study, a cubic polynomial was the muscle recruitment criterion.
[29, 38]
To validate the MSK model, muscle activations were calculated by an inverse dynamic anal-
ysis, and compared with the EMG signals during the gait loading and squat loading conditions.
The data were normalized before comparisons. For additional validation, external rotation tor-
que tests to determine rotational laxity and 5 Nm of torque at 0˚, 30˚, 60˚, and 90˚ of flexion of
intact and deficient PLC structures were performed, and the results were compared with previ-
ously published data obtained from an experimental static cadaver study [39].
To define the influence of resection of the PLC structures on cruciate ligament forces, the
forces with deficiencies in individual components (i.e., LCL, PFL, and PT) and, PLC structures
as a whole (i.e., entire PLC structures), were investigated under gait loading and squat loading
conditions.
Statistical analysis
Cycles of gait and squatting were divided into 11 time points (0.0 to 1.0 phases). To assess 4
deficient conditions LCL deficient, PFL deficient, PT deficient, and entire PLC deficient each
deficient condition was compared to the intact condition in pairwise manner made using non-
parametric repeated-measure Friedman tests at each phase of the cycle. The post-hoc compari-
sons were performed using a Wilcoxon’s rank test with Holm correction to control the family-
wise error rate for the tests conducted within each phase of the cycle. Statistical analyses were
performed using SPSS for Windows (version 20.0.0; SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL, USA). Statistical
significance was set at P< .05 for all comparisons.
Results
Comparisons between experimental EMG and muscle activation
simulation measurements
The greatest muscle activities predicted by the five computational models showed consistency
with the transformed EMG measurements under the gait loading and squat loading conditions
(S1 Fig).
Comparisons of external rotation between the simulation and an
experimental cadaver study
For additional validation of the external rotation simulations, the external tibial rotation value
of the intact knee (8.09˚, 16.88˚, 17.99˚, and 18.34˚, at 0˚, 30˚, 60˚, and 90˚ of flexion, respec-
tively) and, those of the deficient knee of the PLC structure (13.67˚, 27.86˚, 28.89˚, and 23.54˚
at each of the respective knee flexions) were determined. For the intact and PLC deficiency
models, the mean values of simulated internal rotation were within the range of values of a pre-
vious experiment (Fig 4) [39].
Cruciate ligament force under gait and squat loading conditions
Fig 5 shows forces in the cruciate ligaments with deficiencies of the LCL, PFL, and PT, as well
as the entire PLC structure, under gait conditions. FDeficiency of the PT and the entire PLC
structures also significantly influenced the forces on aACL and pACL. The deficiency of LCL
and PFL significantly influenced the force on pACL during the early stance phase but did not
Biomechanical evaluation of PLC
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influence aACL, aPCL and pPCL. In addition, during gait-loading conditions, ACL was more
influenced than PCL by the deficiency of PLC structures.
Fig 6 shows the forces on the cruciate ligaments with deficiencies of the PT, PFL, LCL, and
the entire PLC structure during squatting. As expected, the cruciate ligament force increased
Fig 4. Comparison of the external rotation in the external rotation torque for experiment and computational simulation between the (a) intact and (b)
PLC deficient conditions.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214496.g004
Fig 5. Mean (±SE) force exerted on the (a) aACL, (b) pACL, (c) aPCL, and (d) pPCL with deficiencies of the LCL, PFL, PT, and PLC structures under the gait
loading condition (�P< .05).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214496.g005
Biomechanical evaluation of PLC
PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214496 April 4, 2019 8 / 15
as the PLC structures were sectioned during the squat-loading conditions. However, unlike
during gait-loading conditions, the rate of increase in the load markedly increased in the PCL
during the squat-loading conditions compared to the ACL when the PLC structures were sec-
tioned. The deficiency of the PT and all PLC structures also significantly influenced the force
on the ACL. However, the force on the PCL was significantly influenced during the squat load-
ing conditions. Similar to occurerences during the gait cycle, deficiency of the LCL and PFL
did not significantly influence the forces on the ACL and PCL.
Discussion
The most important finding of this study was that the deficiency of PLC structures signifi-
cantly affected not only the PCL but also the ACL, which was more frequently shown under
gait cycle conditions. In addition, the ACL force was more influenced than the PCL force by
the deficiency of PLC structures during the loading conditions of the gait cycle. The PT was
the most influential PLC structure to provide significant effect on dynamic loading conditions.
We also found that there was a remarkable increase in cruciate ligament force when the PLC
structures such as LCL, PFL, and PT, were sectioned compared to the condition with PLC
structures being intact.
Therefore, the first hypothesis was supported and the second hypothesis was rejected. Back-
ground knowledge about the importance of the individual anatomy of the posterolateral region
of the knee joint for static stability was derived from sequential resections of these structures
during static testing [7, 10, 11, 13]. However, it is challenging to assess intricate interactions
and relationships regarding combinations of the different resections because of the
Fig 6. Mean (±SE) force exerted on the (a) aACL, (b) pACL, (c) aPCL, and (d) pPCL with deficiencies of the LCL, PFL, PT, and PLC structures under the squat
loading condition (�P< .05).
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0214496.g006
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correlations between the components of the PLC structure [12, 13]. Moreover, cadavers used
during in vitro experiments are generally elderly humans; therefore, there may be not only
loosening between the specimen and the testing device but also some weak tissue during load-
ing conditions. In addition, most published in vitro studies, have considered only static load-
ing and boundary conditions [5–10, 40].
A computational knee joint model allowed the exclusion of the disadvantages of an in vitro
study, such as the inefficiency of cadaveric specimens during resection and repair, and limita-
tions in static loading conditions. We introduced and validated and MSK knee model with
12-DOF (TF: 6-DOF, PF: 6-DOF) to simulate force-dependent kinematics during gait and
squatting. The knee joint model was subjected to a series of rigorous validation steps, and the
results showed good agreement with the results of an external rotation test and a previous
experimental study [39]. There were prediction errors in the muscle activities calculated using
the present computation model because of muscle redundancy under inverse dynamic condi-
tions and inaccurate muscle moment arms (e.g., inaccurate muscle attachment points). How-
ever, unlike a previously reported study [17], the prediction results showed good agreement
between the EMG measurements and muscle activities predicted by the computational model.
In addition, the MSK models allows the representation of more realistic daily activities with
muscle force interactions with, a wider range of knee flexions, whereas, current cadaver or
finite element studies allow limited muscle activation [10–13, 18, 21, 41, 42].
No study has investigated the deficiency of PLC structures for both cruciate ligament forces
under dynamic loading conditions. This is the first study that has evaluated both cruciate liga-
ment forces following PLC resection under dynamic loading conditions. We also corrected
popliteus muscle model to obtain a more faithful representation of its anatomy than the exist-
ing one. We found that the PLC structures, including the LCL, PFL, and PT, had a significant
impact in the ACL and the PCL forces under dynamic conditions. Most previous studies have
focused on the solely PLC and PCL [10, 33, 43–45]; however, the ACL is also a significant com-
ponent of the knee joint, as shown by previous results [1, 2, 6–11]. It has been reported that
7.5–11% of all ACL injuries were accompanied by PLC structure injuries. However, few cadav-
eric static biomechanical studies have investigated the relationship between the ACL and PLC
structures [46–48], and the proper biomechanical role of the ACL in PLC structure deficiency
was not considered in previous studies [10, 43].
Bonanzinga et al. found that anterior-posterior (AP) laxity combined with a complete lesion
of the PLC structure at 30˚ of knee flexion could be controlled in isolation, but not in hyper-
flexion of the knee joint [49]. At 90˚ of flexion, resection of the LCL led to a significant increase
in terms of AP laxity and a significant difference in the internal-external (IE) laxity after PLC
structure resection. This trend was also found in our study. Under particular stance phase gait-
loading condition, a deficiency of all PLC structures and the LCL led to a greater increase in
the force exerted on the ACL than on PCL. Conversely, deficiency of PLC structures led to a
greater increase in the force exerted on the PCL than on the ACL when the flexion angle was
high while squatting.
In this study, the PFL did not significantly affect the increased force exerted on the cruciate
ligaments under gait-loading conditions. In previous studies, the PFL, rather than the popli-
teus muscle-tendon unit, was found to have a major role in external rotation stability [50, 51].
However, dynamic-loading conditions, rather than static-loading conditions, were used in this
study, which may explain the contrasting results. In addition, studies have reported that the
LCL had a greater influence with lower flexion- and mid-flexion angles in external rotation
[10, 52]. Harner et al. stated that the popliteus muscle load decreased the posterior tibial trans-
lation by 2–3 mm, or by up to 36% of the increase in posterior tibial translation caused by PCL
transection in a PCL-deficient knee model [53]. There is clinical speculation that, for patients
Biomechanical evaluation of PLC
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with chronic PCL deficiency, PCL function could be replaced by a healthy popliteus muscle,
thereby improving its function with specific physical exercises [53]. Ho¨her et al reported that
more force was exerted on the PCL than on the LCL with muscle activation of the PT during
posterior drawer tests [54]. These results could evidence that the PFL did not significantly
influence the cruciate ligaments under gait-loading conditions. In our MSK knee model, the
effect of the PFL decreased due to the influences of other muscles. In other words, especially at
low knee flexion angles, the role of the PFL became negligible and the PT undertook most of
the mechanical work under dynamic gait loading conditions.
The importance of PT deficiency in the PLC structure was also suggested by a previous
cadaveric study [13]. However, the PFL was more relevant under squat loading conditions,
and its influence was not significant. Under squat loading conditions, deficiency of the PFL
structure influenced the PCL more than the ACL. Under gait loading conditions, the most
influential factor on the cruciate ligaments was the PT followed by the LCL and PFL. However,
under squat loading conditions, the aPCL and pPCL were more influenced by the PFL than by
the LCL. The present study showed that the effects of the LCL on the PCL decreased as the
knee became highly flexed; these results were in agreement with those of previous static studies
[12]. Both cruciate ligament forces markedly increased with deficiency of the total PLC struc-
ture, when compared to the selectively resected PLC structure, due to their synergetic effects.
Under squat-loading conditions, the PCL force increased with the deficiency of the PLC struc-
tures, regardless of the flexion angle.
An important finding was that deficiency of the entire PLC structure caused greater PCL
forces at high flexion angles, but greater ACL forces at low flexion angles, under squat loading
conditions. The LCL significantly influenced the cruciate ligament forces at low knee flexion
angles under gait loading conditions. PFL deficiency influenced only the pPCL bundle force
under gait loading conditions, and the aPCL and pPCL bundle forces under squat loading con-
ditions, but the results were not significant. The PT was the dynamic stabilizer and influenced
the ACL and PCL forces under gait and squat loading conditions.
It is important to highlight several strengths of the present study. First, using one well-vali-
dated computational model is a proven method of evaluation of orthopedic biomechanics
[15–21, 27–29, 35]. However, we did not use one well-validated computational model. Instead,
we developed five different MSK models to statistically analyze the results. Second, we vali-
dated the results using strict criteria; results of experimental EMG, muscle activation from sim-
ulation, and external rotation from rotational test were compared with previous experimental
data.
Nevertheless, several limitations of the present study should also be noted. First, we could
not implement the deficiency of the PT alone because the PFL is connected to the PT in the
model. Second, the ligaments were represented by only two or three bundles. Third, it is
unclear how the force on the ligament, which was the outcome of interest of this study, could
affect actual clinical outcomes. More research is needed to determine clinically meaningful
detrimental force changes. Nevertheless, ligament forces are key factors that should be investi-
gated to determine their roles the evaluation of biomechanical effects on computational bio-
mechanics [12, 35, 45, 52, 55, 56]. Fourth, although our computational model was compared
with EMG data and previous study, additional validation of ligament forces and parameters
may be required. Finally, to improve bony structure wrapping, wrapped objects were included.
However, these surfaces were modified into simple geometrical objects.
In terms of clinical relevance, posterolateral insufficiency of the knee affects significantly
ACL and PCL forces in daily dynamic activity. Therefore PLC injuries associated with cruciate
ligament injuries must be restored as well. In particular, surgical restoration or rehabilitation
of the PT, which is the most crucial dynamic stabilizer, could be highlighted.
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Conclusions
The effect of the deficiency of each of the PLC structures on ACL and PCL forces was evaluated
under dynamic loading conditions in this study. The deficiency of the entire PLC structures
resulted in increased loadings on both PCL and ACL forces. The present results showed that
PT is the most influential structure for the cruciate ligaments forces under dynamic loading
conditions.
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